a "plasma transfer event" (PTE), not a flux transfer event (FTE) . In this reply, we do not intend to discuss the physics of the magnetopause and weigh up the relative merits of time-dependent reconnection theory [Southwood et al., 1988; Scholer, 1988] with that of impulsive plasma penetration [Heikkila, 1982 [Heikkila, , 1984 (which give the FTEs and PTEs, respectively), other than to note that other authors have cast doubt on the PTE concept [Cowley, 1984; 198.6 ]. Neither will we add to Heikkila's discussion on how the part of the low-latitude boundary layer on dosed field lines is populated with magnetosheath plasma, other than to note that reconnection can be invoked if some field lines are opened and then dosed again [Nishida, 1989 ]. Rather, we will limit our discussion to whether a cloud of magnetosheath plasma, were it able to impulsively penetrate onto closed field lines, would give the signatures observed by DE-2 during the pass we presented.
There are very few predictions concerning the ionospheric signature of a PTE. However, because momentum would be imparted to the high altitude portion of a flux tube, the work of Southwood and Hughes [1982] can be applied to predict the flows and currents in the ionosphere (and the pattern of field-aligned currents) as was done for an FTE by Southwood [1987] . In fact, if there are no differences between the induced iondspheric conductivity changes for an FTE and a PTE, their signatures will have the same twin-vortical form. However, as pointed out by Cowley 
